
public health and the environment. However, technological or cost limitations may
influence some values, such as maximum contaminant levels {MCLs),

Location Specific ARARs relate to the geographical position of the site, such as state and
federal laws and regulations that protect wetlands or construction in flood plains. The
extent to which any location specific requirements may be considered depends solely on
the sensitivity of the environrnent and any possible impact caused by remedial activities.

The ARARs pertaining to RA activities at the Site are divided into action, chemical, and location
specific categories as described in the following tables. In addition, any TBCs and potential
waivers are discussed.

Table I I
Action Specific ARARS

Requirement Justification

Federal

Storm Waier Regulations
40 cFR Pa(s 122, 125

Natronal Pollution Discharge Elimination System (MDES) permits are
addressed relative to storm water discharges associated with industrial
activity- These regulations require the development and implementation
ofa storm water pollution prevention plan or a storm water best
managem€nt plan. Monitoring and reporting requirements for a variety of
facilities are outlined. Applicable to the Site.

Permits and
Enforcement; CERCLA
Section 121(e)

This section specifies that no federat, siat€, or local p€rmit shall be
required for any portion of a CERCLA remedial action thai is conducted
on the site ofthe facility being remediated.
This includes exemption liom the RCRA permiuing proc€ss. Applicable
to the Site.

Standards for Owners
and Operators of
Hazardous Waste
Treatment, Storage, and
Disposal Facilities; 40
CFR Part 264 Subparts
B , C , D a n d G

Subparts B, C, and D establish minimum standards that define the
acceptable management of hazardous waste for owners and operators of
facilities that treat, store, or dispose ofhazardous .waste. Subpan G
establishes standards for closure and post closure care for site d€sign and
operation. These standards will be relevant and appropriate to the Site if
wastes onsite are identified as RCRA hazardous wastes or are sufficientlv
similar to RCRA hazardous wasles.

National Contingency
Plan, 40 CFR Part
300.430; Baseline
Human Health Risk
Assessment,
RUFS, and ROD

Evaluates baseline human bealth risk as a result of curent and potential
future site exposures, and establishes contaminant levels in environmental
media for protection of public health. Also provides guidelines and
requirements for conducting RVFS and ROD.
Applicable to the Site.

J I



Exceptions to ARAR
Rules; CERCLA
121(dx4)

Allows EPA to waive compliance with ARARs in six circumstances:
l. The selected action is only part ofa total remedial action that will
comply with the ARAR r€quirements when completed.
2. Compliance with the ARAR requirements would present greater
health./environmental risks than alternative options.
3. Compliance with the ARAR requirements is technically impracticable
from an engineering perspecti ve-
4. The selected remedy will attain a standard ofperformance that is
equivalent to an ARAR required standard through use of another method
or approach.
5. With respect to a state requir€meRt, the state has not demonstrated
consistent application ofthe requirement in similar circumstances.
6. Where the rernedy is to be fund-financed (as opposed to private-party
linanced), meeting the A,RAR standard would not provide balance
between the need for cleanup at the site in quesfion considering the
amount of fund resources that must be used at oth€r sites in need of
cleanup.
These provisions are applicable to the Site.

Permits and
Enforcement; CERCLA
Section 121(e)

This section specifies that no federal, state, or local permit shall be
required for any portion ofa CERCLA remedial action that is conducted
on the site ofthe facility being remediated.
This includes exemption ftom the RCRA permitting process. Applicable
to the Site.

Standards for Ou.ners
and Operators of
Hazardous Waste
Treatnent, $torage, and
Disposal Facilities; 40
CFR Part 264 Subparts
B , C , D a n d G

Subparts B, C, and D establish minimum standards that define the
acceptable management ofhazardous waste for onners and operators of
facilities that treat, store, or dispose ofhazardous waste. Subpart G
establishes standards for closure and post closure care for site design and
operation. These standards will be relevant and appropriate to the Site if
wastes onsite are identified as RCRA hazardous wastes or are sufficiently
similar to RCI(A hazardous wastes.

Use and Management of
Containers Tank
Systems; 40 CFR Part
264 Subparts I and J

Subpart I sets operating and performance standards for container storage
ofhazardous waste. These requirements would be relevant and
appropriate to the Site for containers used for storage ofliquids, soil, or
other wastes as part ofthe remedial action. Subpart J outlines similar
standards but appli€s to tanks rather than containers.

Standards for Waste
Piles and Landfills; 40
CFR Part 264 Subparts L
and N

Subpart L sets design and operating requirements for the storage or
treatment of wastes in piles. If the waste piles are closed with wastes l€ft
in place, Subpart N requirements must be met. Subpart N establishes
consfuction, design, performance, closure, and operation requirements
pertaining to hazardous waste landfi lls. If treahnent, stomge, or disposal
of RCRA waste in piles is included as part of the remedial action, Subpad
L and./or N would be relevant and appropriate to the Site. Subpart N
would be applicable to the Site in the event that hazardous wastes are
identified at the Site.



Miscellaneous Units; 40
CFR Part 264 Subpart X

Relates to "miscellaneous" units that treat, store, or dispose ofhazardous
wastes. Provides general performance standards for location, design,
construction, operation, monitoring, and closure/post closure. If the
remedial action includes aeatment, stomge, or disposal ofhazardous
waste in a miscellaneous unit, these requirements would be relevant and
appropriate to the Site.

Land Disposal
Restrictions (LDRs); 40
CFR Part 268 Subpart C,
Prohibitions on Land
Disposal; Subpart D,
Treatment Standards

40 CFR Pan 268 establishes restrictions on land disposal unless t€atm€nt
standards are met or a "no migration exemption'r is granted. LDRs
establish prohibitions, treatment standards, and storage limitations before
disposal for certain wastes as set forth in Subparts C and D. Treatment
standards are expressed as either concentration-based performanc€
standafds or as specific treatment methods. Wasles must be treated
according to the appropriate standard before wastes or the treatm€nt
residuals of wastes may be disposed in or on the land. The Universal
Treatment Standards (UTS) establish a concentration limit for
300 regulated constituents in soil regardless of waste qpe. The LDRs are
applicable to the Site if hazardous wastes are identified.

Requirements for
Identifi cation and Listing
of Hazardous Wastes; 40
CFR Part 261

These regulahons establish the requirements for the identification and
listing ofhazardous wasles. These requirements are applicable to the Site
and would require that potential hazardous wastes be tested for
identification and listed if appropriate.

Standards Applicable to
Generators and
Transporters of
Hazardous Waste; 40
CFR Part 262 and Pan
zoJ

Part 262 establishes the record keeping requirements and manifesting
requirements for the tansport ofhazardous wastes. Part 263 establishes
requircments for thc transport ofhazardous wastes- These requirements
would be applicable to the Site if hazardous wastes are identrfied and
shipped offsite for disposal.

Department of
Tran sportation
Requirements Goveming
the Transporlation of
Hazardous Materials;
49 CFR Parts 107 and
171-r79

Establishes the requirements for the transportation of hazardous materials
as defined by the U. S. Department of Transportation. These
requirements would be applicable to the Site if &e hazardous wastes are
identified and transport€d offsite for disposal.

State

TPDES Construction
Storm water Permit; 30
TAC 205

Requires submission of Notice of Intent (NOIJ for coverage under the
general permit for storm water discharges resulting from construction
occurring on sites greater than I acre in size. This requirement will be
applicable to the Site during the site remedial construction.



Spill Prevention and
Control; 30 TAC 327

R€quires that releases of reportable quantities of listed materials be
reported to the agency (TCEQ) within 24 hours. The responsible person
shall submit uritten information, such as a letter, describing the details of
the discharge or spill and supporting the adequacy ofthe response action,
to the appropriate TCEQ regional manager within 30 working days ofthe
discovery of the reportablc discharge or spill. The regional manager has
the discretion to extend the deadline. The rule is applicable to the Site if
during remedial activities a release greater than the documented
reporable quantity ofa listed material occurs.

Control of Air Pollution
fiom Visible Emissions
and Particulate Matter;
3 0  T A C  l l l

Requires that all reasonable precautions shall be taken to prevent
particulate matter from becoming airbome, including use of water or
chemicals for control ofdust in the construction operations, clearing of
land, and on dirt roads or stockpiles. Applicable during excavation
and transport ofsoils, or any other activity that may generate airborne
particulate matter al the Site.

Texas Industrial Solid
Waste and Municipal
Solid Waste Regulations;
30 TAC 335

Guidelines for generators to determine if a solid waste is a hazardous
waste. Requires adherence to record keeprng and shipping requirements.
Applicable to the soils and wastes to be removed at the Site, which may or
may not be hazardous.

Table 12
Chemical Specific ARARs

Requirement Justification

Federal

American Conference of
Govemmental lndustrial
Hygienists-Threshold
Limit Values (TLV)

TLVs are based on the development of a time weighted average
(TWA) exposure to an airbome contaminant over an 8-hour work
day or a 40-hour work week. TLVs identifo levels of airborne
contaminants at which health risks may be associated. These
values are applicable to work at the Site.

Clean Air Act (CAA)
40 CFR Part 6l

The CAA is the primary federal legislation protecting air quality.
National Primary and Secondary Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS), National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
(NESIIAP), and the New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) are
promulgated by EPA under the CAA. These requirements are relevant
and appropriate to the Site.



National Primary and
Secondary Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS); 40
CFR, Part 50

The NAAQS speci$ the maximum concentration ofa federally
regulated air pollutant (i.e., SO2, paniculate maner (PMl0), NO2, CO,
ozone, and lead) in an area resulting from all sources of that pollutant.
No new construction or modification ofa facility, saucture or
installation may emit an amount ofany criteria pollutant that will
interfere with the attainment or maintenance of a NAAQS (see 40 CFR
' 5l .160)- For the federal NAAQS standards, all measurements ofarr
quality are corr€cted to a reference temperature of 25EC and to a
reference pressure of760 mm Hg (lgl3.2 millibars). These
requirements may be applicable during the excavation and disposal
acfivities at the Site.

American Conference of
Governmental lndustrial
Hygienists-Estimated Limit
Values (ELV)

ELVs are based on TLVs and converted to reflect exposure to
contaminants on a 24-hour per day basis. The calculation ofan ELV
does not take into consideration the additive and synergistic effects of
contaminants and additional exposures fiom media other than air.
ELVS are not expected to be completely protective of the pot€ntial
effects ofexposures to contaminants; however, they do provide some
indication of airbome contaminant levels at which adverse health
effects could occur. These values are relevant and appropriate for
the Site.

Safe Drinking Water Act 40
USC 399 Primary Drinking
Water Standards (Maximum
Contaminant Levels
[MCLs]); 40 CFR Part l4l

Establishes MCLs for drinking water. Surface water near the site is
not designated for public or private water supply, but may be used for
recreational purposes. Th€ shallow ground wat€r at the sit€ is not
considered as a drinking water supply source; therefore, MCLs are not
applicable to the Site.

Maximum Contaminant
Level Goals (MCLG); 40
CFR Part 141.50

These levels do not take into account cost or feasibility, and are fully
protective of human health. They are only enforceable under
CERCLA under specific community water system provisions that are
not applicable or relevant and appropriate to the Site.

Federal Clean Water Act
(CWA) Water Quality
Criteria; 40 CFR Part I I I ;
U.S. EPA Quality Criteria
for Water, 1976, 1980, and
1986

These criteria (ambient water quality criteria) apply to water classified
as a fisheries resource, These requirements are rel€vant and
appropriate to the surface water in Sabine Neches Channel. These
criteria are contained in Clean Water Act (CWA) ' 303 and 304. At
non-enforceable criteria, these criteria are included as to be considered
only.

Hazardous Substances; 40
CFR Part I 16.3 and 116.4

Establishes reporting requirements for certain discharges of reportable
quantities ofhazardous substances. Creates no substantive clean up
requirement. May be relevant and appropriate to the Site based on the
chosen remedial altemative and if discharges of reportable quantities
ofhazardous substances occur during implementztion ofthe remedy.



Solid Waste Disposal Act
Subtitle C Requirement; 40
CFR, Part 264, Subpart F

Govems the maximum concentration ofconstituents released !o ground
water from solid waste managem€nt units (swMU)- Applicable to the
Site if the chos€n remedy includes onsite disposal and ground water is
adversely affected.

Designation of Hazardous
Substances; 40 CFR, Part
302.4

This section provides tables ofthe following substances:
(a) Listed hazardous substances. The elements and compounds anc
hazardous wastes appearing in Table 302.4 are designated as hazardous
substances under Section 102(a) of CERCLA.
(b) Unlisted hazardous substances. A solid waste, as defined in 40
CFR 261.2, which is not excluded ftom regulation as a hazardous
waste under 40 CFR 261.4(b), is a hazardous substance under Section
101(14) ofCERCLA if it exhibits any ofthe characteristics identified
in 40 CFR 26 1 .20 through 26 l 24 . These requirements are applicable
to the Site because solid/hazardous wastes were previously disposed at
the site and hazardous substances are present in soil and sedimenl.

Land Disposal Restrictions
40 CFR. Part 268

Establish numerical freatment standards for disposal of hazardous
wastes. These requirements are potentially applicable ifhazardous
wastes are identified and offsite disposal is a selected remedy.

State

Texas Surface Watsr
Quality Standards; 30 TAC
307

Establishes limits for constituents for the protection ofsurface wat€r
quality. Requires the maintenance ofthe quality of' ater in the state
consistent with public health and enjo).ment, propagation and
protection of terrestrial and aquatic life, operation of existing
industries, and economic development of the state. These
requirements are applicable for release of COCs from the Site into the
Sabine-Neches Channel.

Hazardous Merals (30 TAC
3i9, General Regulations
Incorporated into Permits,
Subchapter B)

Establishes allowable coflcentrations for discharge of hazardous metals
to inland waters (3 19.22). These requirements are potentially
applicable for the Site as hazardous metals have been detected in soil
and sediment samples collected from the Site and the hazardous metals
may be discharg€d to waters ofthe state.

Waste Classification 30
TAC 335. Subchaoter R

Establish numerical criteria for designating a waste as a hazardous
wast6 or as one of three class-es ofsolid waste. These requirements are
applicable for classification of wastes generated during the
site r€mediation.



Table 13
Location Specific ARARs

Requirement Justification

FederuI

Executive Order on Flood plain
Management, Order No. I 1988

Requires all federal agencies and associates to avoid long- and
short-term adverse impacts associated with occupanry and
modification of flood plains. Any actions taken to reduce the
risk or impact ofremedial actions should accomplish the
following:
. Reduce the risk of flood loss.
. Minimize the impacts of floods on human safef, health, and
welfare.
. Restore and preserve ths natural and beneficial values served
by flood plains.
This requirement is applicable only ifthe site lies within the
100-yeat flood plain or the remedy impacts a 100-year flood
plarn.

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act
l6 USC ' 661 et seq.
l6 USC ', 742 a
16 usc'290r

Requires consultation when a modification ofa stream or other
water body is proposed or authorized and requires adequate
provision for protection offish and rvildlife resources- These
requirernents are relelznt and appropriate to the Site for
removal ofcontaminated sediment from the Sabine Lake if the
remedy requires contaminated sedimenl to be removed.

Endangered Species Act; | 6 USC '

l53l et. seq.
50 CFR Part 402

Requires that proposed action minimize impacts on endangered
species within critical habitats upon which endangered species
depend, including consulting with Department of Interior-
Endangered or threat€ned species have not been identified at the
Sitel the Act is not an ARAR for the Site.

Tibre 14
To Be Considered Guidelines

Requirement Justification

Federal

References Doses (RfDs), EPA
office ofResearch and
Develooment

The EPA Offrce of Research and Development provides non-
enforceable toxicity data for specific chemicals for use in public
health assessments. This data is used to assess the risks associated
with contaminated media at the Site-



Risk Specific Doses (RSDs),
EPA Carcinogen Assessment
Group and EPA Environmental
Criteria and Assessment Office

RSDs represent the dose ofa chemical in mg/kg ofbody weight
per day associated with a specific risk level (i.e,, l0-6). RSDs are
determin€d by dividing the selected risk level by the cancer
potency factor (slope factor). This standard is used to assess the
risks associated with contaminated media at the Site.

State

Texas Risk Reduction Program
(TRRP) 30 TAC 3s0

TRRP establishes the TCEQ's minimum remediation standards for
present and past uncontrolled constituent releases. TRRP uses risk
evaluation to determine ifcorrective action is necessary for the .
protection of human health and the environmenL and t; identiry
acceptable constituent levels in the impacted media. TRRP defines
the land use categories, ground water classifications, requirements
for plume management zone, soil reuse issues, and tiered risk
evaluation for affected sites. This state regulation is not
applicable for the Federal superfund sites but should be considered
at the Site.

DESCRIPTION OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

Statutory Requirements/Response Objectives

Under its legal authorities, the EPA's primary responsibility at Superfund sites is to undertake
remedial actions that are protective of human health and the environment. In addition, Section
121 ofCERCLA,42 U.S.C. $ 9621, establishes several other statutory requirements and
preferences, including: (1) a requirement that EPA'S remedial action, when complete, must
comply with all applicable, relevant, and appropriate federal and more stringent state
environmental and facility siting standards, requirements, criteria or limitations, unless a waiver
is invoked; (2) a requirement that EPA select a remedial action that is cost-effective and that
utilizes permanent solutions and altemative treatment technologies or resource recovery
technologies to the maximum extent practicable; and (3) a preference for remedies in which
treatment permanently and significantly reduces the volume, toxiciry, or mobility ofthe
hazardous substances. Response altematives were developed to be consistent with these
statutory mandates. However, since Principal Threat wastes are not present at the site, lhe
statutory preference for remedies that employ treatment that reduces toxicity, mobility, or volume
as a principal element is not warranted.

Technology and Alternative Development and Screening

Construction and engineering controls were evaluated in the remedial a'lternatives since the
contaminated soils and sediments were identified as a low-level threat waste that can be reliably
contained and would present only a low risk in the event ofrelease.
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CERCLA and the National Contingency Plan (NCP) set forth the process by which remedial
actions are evaluated and selected. ln accordance with these requirements, a range ofalternatives
were developed to ad&ess the soil and sediment contamination at the Palmer Barge Site. Four
remedial altematives involving different construction and engineering control options for the soil
and sediment contamination were selected for detailed analysis. Detailed descriptions of the
remedial altematives for addressing the contamination associated with the Site can be found in
the Feasibility Study Report. The construction time for each alternative reflects only the time
required to construct or implement the remedy and does not include the time required to design
the remedy or procure contracts for construction. The present-worth costs associated with the
ground water monitoring requirements are calculated using a discount rate ofseven percent (7%).

Commoo Elements

Alternatives 2 through 4 contain the following common elements:

. Institutional Controls - Implementation oflnstitutional Controls to reskict future land use
to industrial purposes only. The lnstitutional Control shall be a restrictive covenant by
the property owner, to the benefit ofthe State ofTexas and the United States
Government, recorded in the real property records of Jefferson County, Texas;

' Abandonment of existing monitoring wells - As the BLRA determined that groundwater
at the Site does not contribute significantly to Site risk, five existing monitoring wells at
the Site will be abandoned: and

. Wastewater AST demolition and sludge removal - Sludge contained within the
Wastewater AST will be removed and disposed of ofFsite. The tank will be
decontaminated, and reused as scrap metal by the property owner.

Summary of Remedial Alternatives for Soils

Alternative l: No Further Action

Estimated Capital Cost: $0
Estimated Annual O&M Costs: $0
Estimated Present Worth (7%): $0

Regulations governing the Superfirrd program, 40 C.F.R. $ 300.a30(e)(6) require that the "no
action" altemative be evaluated at every Site to establish a baseline for comparison. Under this
alternative, EPA would take no further action at the Site to prevent exposure to the remaining
contaminated soils and sediment at the Site.
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ALTERNATM 2 - Institutional Controls

Estimated Capital Cost: $135,000
Estimated Arurual O&M Costs: $500
Estimated Present Worth (77o): $141,205

Alternative 2 includes the following activities:

. Institutional Controls - To limit future use of the property to industrial purposes;
' Abandonment of existing monitoring wells - Five (5) existing monitoring wells.at the Site

will be abandoned; and
. Wastewater AST demolition and sludge removal - Sludge contained within the

Wastewater AST will be removed and disposed of off-site. The tank will be
decontaminated and left on site.

. The time to implement this remedy would be 1 to 3 months.

Alternative 2 involves no remedial action to address the contaminants that pose a risk to human
health and the environment. Structural controls, such as posting of "no excavation" signs anc
fencing, would be implemented in addition to proprietary controls restricting fuhrre land use to
industrial purposes only.

Effectiveness

Alternative 2 provides no physical control ofexposure to impacted soils and no reduction in risk
to human health. This altemative wouid not comply with any applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirements, such as PRGs developed during the HHRA or safe soil concentrations
developed based on the SLERA. The potential for sediment runoff from the Site that may
contain COPCS would not be eliminated. This alternative would not provide protection to
current or future site workers. Alternative 2 does not reduce lhe toxicity, mobility, or volume of
th€ waste.

Implementability

There are no implementability issues associated with tbis alternative.

ALTERNATIVE 3 - EXCAVATION/ON-SITE DISPOSAI/SOIL COVER,{CS

Estimated Capital Cost: $310,669
Estimated Annual O&M Costs: $10,000
Estimated Present Worth (7%): $504,759
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Altemative 3 includes the followine activities:

Excavation of approximately 1,204 cubic yards ofthe upper wo feet ofsoil that exceed
risk based levels at each of the response areas;
Relocation of the excavated soils to a designated area on-site and consolidation. The area
required for consolidation encompasses approximately 12,800 square feet;
Confirmation sampling at each of the response areas. Confirmation samples would be
collected from each response area and analyzed for QOPCs.
Backfilling ofthe response areas with clean soil;
Placement ofan isolation soil cover over the relocated and consolidated impacted soils
consisting ofa synthetic root penetration barrier and 24-inches of clean soil, including 3
to 4 inches of topsoil suitable for vegetation growth; and
Installation ofstructural controls to protect human health. Structural controls to be
installed as part of this alternative include fencing around the area designated for disposal
and posting of "no trespassing" signs.
The time to implement this remedy would be approximately 2 months.

Effectiveness

Placement ofan isolation soil cover over surface soils reduces risk by eliminating potential
pathways identified in the HHRA that included ingestion, dermal contact, and inhalation of
dust/vapors. Altemative 3 complies with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements by
preventing exposure to contaminants that present a risk to human health and the environmenl-
This altemative does not provide any reduction in the toxicity, mobility, or volume of impacted
soil. Altemative 3 would involve the disturbance ofsurface soils exceeding acceptable risk
levels. The potential for a slight, tempora4r increase of risk to the community and to field
personnel exists; however, engineering controls (e.g., water sprays) may be implemented to
reduce risk due to fugitive dust during construction.

Under Altemative 3, five response areas would be excavated and backfilled with clean soil or
gravel. Therefore, the potential for sediment runoff from the Site that may contain COPCs will
be eliminated. The soil cover over the consolidation area containing impacted soils would
prevent or reduce the potential for runoff of contaminated soils.

To ensure long-term effectiveness of this altemative, mainteriance ofthe isolation soil cover must
be completed. Failure to properly maintain the cover could result in the potential for direct
contact with impacted soils. This altemative would also rely on structural conhols to reduce
potential for exposure, and long-term maintenance ofthese controls would be required. Because
this altemative would result in contaminated soils remaining onsite above health based levels.
five year reviews will be conducted to ensure that the remedy continues to be protective of
human health and the environment, in accordance with CERCLA 121(c).
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Implementabilify

It is anticipated that no special techniques, materials, permits, or labor would be required to
implement this Alternative. The area required to contain approximately 1,204 cubic yards of
contaminated soils is approximately 12,800 square feet or a i 1s-foot by 115-foot cell. This
amount of land is readily available onsite. The cover soil, which will consist of 24 inches of low
permeability soil, is readily available, as is the synth€tic root penekation barrier. The low
permeability soil and topsoil required for construction is available locally.

ALTERNATIVE 4 . EXCAVATION/OFT'-SITE DISPOSAL

Estimated Capital Cost: $351,975
Estimated Annual O&M Costs: $500
Estimated Present Worth (7%): $428,180

Altemative 4 consists of the following activities;

' Excavation ofapproximately 1,204 cubic yards ofthe upper two feet ofsoil that exceed
risk based levels at each ofthe response areas;

' Confirmation sampling at each of the response areas. Confirmation samples would be
collected from each response area and anal)zed for COPCs.

. Backfilling of the response areas with clean soil;

. Off-site disposal ofthe excavated soils at a permitted disposal facility; and
' Implementation oflnstitutional Controls to restrict future land use to industrial purposes

only. The Institutional Control shall be a restrictive covenant by the property owner, to
the benefit ofthe State ofTexas and the United States Gov€n[nent, recorded in the real
property records of Jefferson County, Texas;

. The time to implement this remedy is expected to be approximately 2 months.

The objective of lhis altemative is to protect human health and the environment by removing
materials that exceed risk based levels from the Site. Pending results ofwaste characterization, it
could be necessary to dispose ofthe excavated materials at a hazardous waste landfill.

Effectiveness

Alternative 4 is protective of human health by removing the source ofthe risk at the Site.
Alternative 4 complies with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements by removing
contaminants from the site that exceed risk based levels for protection of human health and the
environment. This option does not provide any reduction in the toxicity, mobility, or volume of
impacted soil through treahnent. Altemative 4 would involve the disturbance of surface soils
exceeding acceptable risk levels. The potential for a slight, tempora4r increase ofrisk to the
community and to field personnel exists; however, engineering controls (e.g., water sprals) may
be implemented to reduce risk due to fugitive dust during cnnstruction.
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As part ofAltemative 4, the response areas would be excavated and backfilled with clean soll or
gravel. Therefore, the potential for sediment runoff from the site that may contain COPCs would
be eliminated. Altemative 4 ensures long-t€rm effectiveness and permanence by removing the
source of the risk from the Site.

Implementability

Implementability issues associated with this altemative include land disposal restrictions (LDR).
Alternative 4 must be implemented in accordance with applicable State and Federal LDR rules.

. Successful implementation of this altemative requires that the impacted soils be characterized to
determine the type of disposal facility that must be used. Should waste characterization results
indicate that the impacted soils are considered hazardous, disposal at a hazardous waste landfill
would be required. In addition, under Federal LDR rules, all hazardous waste must be treated
before land disposal to meet Universal Treatment Standards (UTS). The results of the Toxicity
Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) analysis for waste characterization will determine
whether incineration or disposal in a Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)
hazardous waste landfill is necessary to meet the LDR requirements in the event that the soil is
found to be a hazardous waste. However, it is anticipated that the impacted soils on-site will be
characterized as non-hazardous waste. Non-hazardous soils will be transported to a solid waste
landfill. Safety concerns during transportation are minimal due to the relatively small volume of
soil to be transported, such that the volume ofadditional truck traffic should not constitute a
sigreifi cant additional risk.

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

Nine criteria are used to evaluate the different remediation alternatives individually and against
each other in order to select a remedy. The nine evaluation criteria are (1) overall protection of
human health and the environment; (2) compliance with ARARs; (3) long+erm effectiveness and
permanence;4) reduction oftoxicity, mobility, or volume of contaminants through keatment; (5)
short-term effectiveness; (6) implementability; (7) cost; (8) State/support agency acceptance; and
(9) community acceptance. This section of the ROD profiles the relative performance ofeach
alternative againsl the nine criteria, noting how it compares to the other options under
consideration. The nine evaluation criteria are discussed below.

l Overall Protection of Huinan Health and the Environment addresses whether each
altemative provides adequate protection ofhuman health and the enviroffnent and describes how
risks posed through esch exposwe pathway are eliminated, reduced, or controlled, through
treatrnent, engineering controls, and./or institutional controls.

Altematives 3 and 4 are protective ofhuman health and the environrnent through the use of
engineering controls to reduce or conhol the risk ofaccidental exposure to contaminated soils
and sediments that exceed risk based levels. Alternative 2 provides some controls from potential
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exposure ofsite contaminants through institutional controls. Altemative I does not reduce or
control risks from potential exposure at the Site.

2. Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements ("ARAR').
Section 121(d) of CERCLA,42 U.S.C. $9621(d), and NCP $300.430(0(1Xii)(B) require that
remedial actions at CERCLA sites at least attain legally applicable or relevant and appropriate
Federal and State requirements, standards, criteria, and limitations which ar€ collectively referred
to as ARARS, unless such ARARs are waived under CERCLA section 121(d)(4),42 U.S.C.
$e621(dX4).

Alternatives 3 and 4 would meet their respective ARARs from Federal and State laws.
Altemativ€s 3 and 4 could trigger the RCRA land disposal restrictions through the excavation
and consolidation ofthe soils in an on-site location or the off-site disposal in a permitted RCRA
landfill. Altematives I and 2 do not meet Federal or State ARARs.

3. Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence refers to expected residual risk and the ability to
maintain reliable protection of human health over time, once cleanup levels have been met.

Altematives 3 and 4 achieve long-term effectiveness through the use of engineering controls to
prevent exposure to the soils and sediments. Alternative 4 provides the most effective and
permanent solution through the off-site disposal of soils that exceed the PRCs. Altematives 3
and 4 also utilize institutional controls to prevent accidental exposure to the contaminated soils
and sediments. Alternatives 1 and 2 do not provide long-term effectiveness ofpermanence since
exposure to site contaminants would not be addressed. Altemative 2 only uses institutional
controls to prevent exposure to contaminated soils and sediments.

4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume of Contaminants through Treatment
evaluates an alternative's use of treatment to reduce the harmful effects ofprincipal
contaminants, their ability to move in the environment, and the amount of contamination present.

The use ofengineering controls for containrnent oflhe waste material in Alternatives 3 and 4 are
appropriate since the contarninated soils and sediments represent a low level threat at this Site.
Therefore, the statutory preference for remedies that employ treatment that reduces toxicity,
mobility, or volume as a principal element does not apply a1 this Site.

5. Short-term Effectiveness addresses the period of time needed to implement the remedy and
any adverse impacts that may be posed to workers, the communify, and the environment during
implernentation

Alternatives 3 through 4 would be effective within 2 months or less through actions to address all
or part of the contaminat€d soils and sediments. All of the altematives have minimal impacts to
the on-site workers, the surrounding community, and the environment during implementation.
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The off-site disposal of contaminated materials in Altemative 4 would result in truck traffic
through the community during implementation.

6. Implementabilify considers the technical and administrative feasibility ofa remedy such as
relative availability ofgoods and services and coordination with other govemmental entities.

Altemative I and 2 can be easily implemented in a very short period of time. The technical
feasibility for consolidation and capping the materials in Alternatives 3 is the simplest in terms of
readily available materials and equipment. Disposal of contaminated materials at an off-site
facility under Alternative 4 will require additional actions to secure a disposal facility, costs,
transportation, and supporting documentation. There are no expected administrative problems
with any ofthe ahernatives.

7. Cost includes estimated capital and operation and maintenance costs as well as presefit worth
costs. Present worth cost is the total cost of an altemative over time in terms of today's dollar
value. Cost estimates are expected to be accurate within a range of+50 to -30 percent.

Capital costs range from $135,000 for Altemative 2 to $351,975 for Altemative 4. Annual
operation and maintenance costs for the Site range from $500 for Alternatives 2 and 4 to $1O000
for Altemative 3. Cost summaries are found in Table 11 .

Table l5
Present Worth Cost Summ{ry of the Alternrtiv€s

Remedial Alternative Capital Cost P.esent Worth of
Total O&M Cost

Estimated Y€ars of
o&M

Total Present Worlh
Cosl

$0 $0 0 $0

2 $ |]5,000 $6,205 30 $ 14 t ,205

l $3 r0,669 $ t24,090 t0 $504,759

4 $351,975 $6,205 t0 $428,180

8. State Ageucy Acceptance considers whether the State agfees with U.S. EPA's analyses in the
FS Report and Preferred Remedy in lhe Proposed.Plan.

The State ofTexas, through the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality, supports
Altemative 4. The state's concurrence letter is included in Appendix A.

9. Community Acceptance considers whether the local community agrees with U.S. EPA'S
analyses and preferred altemative described in the Proposed Plan.

The community provided comments on th€ proposed remedy components and no
recommendations were made to change the preferred altemative, Altemative 4. The EPA has
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considered these comments before making a final remedy selection. The EPA's response to
comments are included in the Responsiveness Summary-

PRINCIPAL AIID LOW-LEVEL THREAT WASTES

Principal tkeat wastes are those source materials that are highly toxic or highly mobile that
generally carmot be reliably contained or would present a significant nsk to human health or the
environment should exposure occur. The source materials include liquids and other highly
mobile materials (e.g., solvents) or materials having high concentrations oftoxic compounds.
Low level threat wast€s are source materials that generally can be reliably contained and that
would present only a low risk in the event of release. The NCP establishes an expectation that
EPA will use treatment to address the principal threats posed by a site wherever practicable.

The Site investigation did not identi8/ Iiquids or semi-liquid wastes that would appear to be a
highly mobile source material. The sludge material in the remaining AST may contain waste
materials that could be considered principal tkeat waste. The sludge materials will be sampled
and disposed ofat an off-sire permitted facility. The disposal facility will be based onthe
sampling results prior to disposal. The risk evaluation did not identifu other wastes materials that
are highly toxic to human health under the industriaycommercial exposure scenario. Therefore,
the EPA has determined the contaminated soils and sediment to be a lowlevel threat waste based
on the overall risk posed by the contamination and the low mobility ofthe contaminants in the
soil and sediment-

SELECTED REMEDY

Description of the Selected Remedy

The selected remedy will achieve the remedial action objectives of 1) prevent human exposure,
based on industriallcommercial worker scenarios, through dermal contact, ingestion, or
inhalation, to contaminated soil above risk-based standards; 2) prevent off-site migmtion of
contarninated soils to Sabine Lake; and, 3) prevent exposure to site soils that may pose a risk to
ecological receptors. The Selected Remedy consists ofthe following components:

Excavation ofapproximately 1,204 cubic yards of the upper two feet ofsoil that exceed
human health and ecologlcal risk based levels at each ofthe response are:rs;
Confirmation sampling at each of the response areas. Confirmation samples would be

collected from each response area and anatyzed for COPCs.
Backfilling ofexcavated aroas with clean soil;
Off-site disposal of the excavated soils at a permitted disposal facility;
Implementation oflnstitutional Controls to restrict future land use to industrial purposes
only. The Institutional Control shall be a restrictive covenant by the property owner. to
the beneht of the State ofTexas and the United States Govemment. recorded in the real
property records of Jeffefson County, Texas;;
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' Abandonment of existing monitoring wells - Five (5) existing monitoring wells at the Site
will be abandoned; and

' Wastewater AST sludge removal and decontamination - Sludge contained within the
remaining Wastewater AST will be removed and disposed of off-site. The tank will be
decontaminated and reused as scrap metal by the property owner.

Remedial Action Areas

Four (4) "hot spots" were identified at the site that exceeded the 10 5 human health risk-based
PRGs. The location are shown on Figure 3-2 and the estimate area and volume are presented on
Table 12.

SLERA Response -A.reas

The SLERA identified on site surface soils that require response action to mitigate potential
future ecological risks at the Site. Analysis ofon-site areas needing soil remediation to protect
ecological resources were performed by calculation ofsafe soil concentrations for the worst case
exposure to a sensitive ground feeding bird,. the American robin. Response areas were then
developed based on the locations where soil concentrations exceeded the safe soil values.

Safe soil concentrations for the American robin were back-calculated lor all COPCs whose 95%
UCL concentration resulted in a dose that exceeded a LOAIL value in the evaluation of
bioaccumulative risks. Safe soil concentrations were back-calculated by interactively entering
soil concentrations into the dose rate model until the exposure point concentration resulted in a
dose equivalent to the toxicity reference value (TRV) LOAEL (i.e., a LOAEL-based HQ : 1.0).
The calculaled safe soil concenhations, or ecological PRGs, were then compared to detected
concentrations to identifu sampling locations where there is a potential for adverse effects to the

Table 16
Response Areas for lIuman Health Risk

Response Area Contaminant Area
square fe€t (Ftr)

Volume
Assuming two foot depth

cubic yards (Ydr,

HR-l- Open Top Slop
Tanks area

PAHs 953

HR-2- Boiler House
AST5 area

Lead
'7 59 56 (overlaps with ECO #l)

HR-3- soudr of the
Wastewater ASTS

heptachlor epoxide 1,983 147 (overlaps with ECO #2

HR.4 benzo(a)pyreoe 1,932 143

TOTAI 562'l 200
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American robin. Locations Contaminants exceeding the safe soil concentrations are shown on
Figure 3-3. Areas and volume of surface soils that exceed the safe soil concentrations are
presented on Table 13.

Lead was the only metal that had a 95olo UCL concentration that exceeded the TRV LOAEL.
Back calculation from the TRV LOAEL resulted in a safe soil concentration of497 mg/kg lead in
surface soil. These safe soil concentrations factor in site-specific conditicns ofcurrent and future
conunerciavindustrial land use and the paucity ofvegetation and minimal usable habitat
available to the robin and other terrestrial receptors. Comparisons of the safe soil concentration
to detected concentrations indicate that two locations ffom the RI data set and four locations from
the ESI data set exceed the safe soil concentration for the American robin.

The evaluation ofpesticides indicated that the 95% UCL concentrations ofmethoxychlor and
DDT exceeded LOAEL doses for American robin. Detected concantrations ofthese pesticides
exceeded calculated safe soil concentrations at two RI locations and at four ESI locations. At
one location the exceedance of 4,4'-DDD is colocated with an exceedance oflead.

Based on the data presented in the SLERA, seven response areas were identified for remedial
action to address ecological site risk- Two of the ecological response areas overlap with areas
identified for response to human health risk.

Table l7
Response Areas for Ecological Safe Soil Levels

R€spo[se Aret Contaminant Area
square fcet (Ftt)

Volume
AEsuming two foot depth

cubic yards {Yd')

ECO Area I lead and butyl benzyl phthalate 1,764 1 3 1

ECO Area 2 4,4'.DDD 5 1 3 38

ECO Area 3 4,4'-DDD and 4,4 -DDE |,521 t  l 3

ECO Area 4 4.4'-DDD and 4.4'-DDE t,647 122

ECO Area 5 4,4',-DDD, 4,4'-DDE, 4,4-DDT, and
methoxychlor .

2,419 t't9

ECO Area 6 lead 806 60

ECO rq,rea 7 4,4'-DDE and lead 4,869 36r

TOTAL 13.545 1.004

48



Approximate Volume Requiring Remedial Action

Total soil volume to addressed locations that may pose a risk to both human health and
ecological receptors is approximately 1,204 cubic yards. This estimate is based on removing
contarninaied soils down to a maximum depth of wo (2) feet. Actual volume may be less if the
contaminants are not present down to the two-foot depth or the areal extent is less than what was
estimate in the Feasibility Study. The volume could increase if the areal extent of contamination
increases once remedial action activities are conducted. Lr addition, the selected remedy includes
removing approximately 233 cubic yards of sludge contained within the Wastewater AST and
disposing of this material at an off-site permitted facitity.

Summary of Estimated Remedy Costs

The cost estimate summary information in Table l4 is based on the best available information
regarding the anticipated scope of the selected remedy. Changes in the cost elements are likely to
occur as a result ofchanges in the qualifuing bids for performance ofthe remedial action and
progress due to Site and weather conditions. Major changes may be documented in the form of a
memorandum in the Administrative Record fiIe, an ESD, or a ROD amendment. The total
present worth cost is calculated using a 7% discount rate- This is an order-of-magnitude
engineering cost estimate that is expected to be within +50 to -30 percent ofthe actual project
cost.

Table 18
Estimated Capital Cost for Selected Remedv

Description Unit Estimated
Quantity

Unit Costs
. ($)

Total

Mobilization Lump Sum I $50,000 $50,000

Site Preparation/Erosion Control Lump Sum $10,000 $ 10,000

TCLP Testiug Lump Sum $ 10,000 s 10,000

Excavation Cubic Yards 1,204 $6,30 $7,585

Traosportation and Handling Ton 2,M7 $8.10 $16,990

Disposal (Non-Hazardous) Ton 2,M7 $50.00 $r02,350

Backfilling Cubic Yards |,204 $ 12.50 $t 5,050

Site Restoration and Demobilizadon Lump Sum $ 10,000 $10,000

Implementation of ICs Lunp Sum $5,000 $5,000

Abandon Existing Monitor Wells Each 5 s5,000 $25,000

Wastewater AST Demolition and
Sludge Removal

Lunp Sum I $ ro0,000 $100,000
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Table 18
Estimated Caoital Cost for Selected Remedy

SUBTOTAL CAPITAL COSTS 351.97s

Additional Construction Costs

Descripaion

Desigc and Procurement Services $30,000 $30,000

Construction Oversieht $20,000 $20,000

Reporting $20,000 $20,000

Total Additio]tal Construction Costs $70,000

Operation and Maint€nance Costs

Arurual Maintenance of lCs $500 per year $500

30 years O&M Net Prcsent Value at 7.070 $6,205

TOTAL ESTIMATf,D REMEDIAL COST 428.r80

Expected Outcomes of Selected Remedy

The expected outcome ofthe selected remedy is that the contaminated soils and sediment will no
longer present an unacceptable risk to future industrial and construction workers via ingestion,
inlalation, or dermal exposrne and the property will be suitable for redevelopment as an
industrial or commercial property. The remedial action is expected to achieve the remedial
objectives and goals within approximately 6 months. The Site will be available for socio-
economic or community revitalization projects following implementation of the selected remedy.

Site-specific soil concentrations protective of ground water were not developed because the Site
ground water is not consideted a pdtential drinking water source. The site is located on a isle
constructed from dredge materials and therefore, the site ground water does not represent a true
ground water kansmissive zone. Th€ site shallow ground water resulted from the dredging
operations that built the isle.

STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

Under CERCLA section 121, 42 U.S.C. $ 9621, the EPA must select remedies thal are protectiv€
ofhuman health and the environment, comply with applicable or relevant and appropriate
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requirements (unless a statutory waiver is justified), are cost-eff€ctive, and utilize permanent
solulions and allernative treatment technologies or resource recovery technologies to the
maximum extent practicable. In addition, CERCLA includes a preference for remedies ihat
employ treatment that permanently and sigrificantly reduce the volume, toxicity, or mobiiity of
hazardous wastes as their principal element. The following sections discuss how the selected
remedy meets these statutory requirements.

Protection of Human Health amd the Environment

The selected remedy protects human health and the environment through the excavation and off-
site disposal of contaminated soils that pose a risk to human health and ecological receptors.
Excavation and off-site disposal will provide a permanent solution to the contaminated soils that
pose a risk. The placement ofa clean soil cover will also prevent direct contact with
contaminants that may remain on site below the two-foot depth. Placement ofan institutional
control on the Site property would ensure that the site remains protective for the intended
industrial use. This will ensure future site development is consistent with the
induskiaVcommercial human health exposure scenario (i.e., non-residential usage) that is the
basis for the soil cleanup goals.

Complianee with Applicable or Relevatrt and Appropriate Requirements

The selected remedy complies with those Federal turd State requirements that are applicable or
relevant and appropriate for this remedial action. There were no location-specific ARARs
pertinent to the selected remedy.

Cost Effectiveness

The estimated present worth cost ofthe selected remedy is $428,180. The selected remedy is
cost-effective and represents a reasonable value for the money to be spent. Lr making this
determination, the following standard was used: "A remedy shall be cost-effective ifits costs are
proportional to ils overall effectiveness." {NCP 300.430(0(lxii) (D)). The overall effectiveness
ofthe remedy is determined by evaluating three ofthe five balancing criteria used in the detailed
analysis of the alternatives: (1) long-term effectiveness and permanence; (2) reduction in toxicity,
mobility, and volume through treatnent; and (3) short-term effectiveness. Overall effectiveness
was then compared to costs to determine cost-effectivenes!. The selected remedy be'st attains
long-term effectiveness than Altematives 2 and 3; achieves an equal or greater reduction in
toxicity, mobility, and volume as the less expensive Altematives 2 and 3 and an equal reduction
within an appropriate time frame as Alternatives 2 and 3; and, is equally effective in the shorl-
term when compared with all the alternatives. The relationship ofthe overall effectiveness of
this remedial alternative was determined to be proportional to its costs, and hence, this altemative
represents a reasonable value for the money to be spent.

5 l



Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatm€nt (or Resource Recovery)
Technologies to tbe Maximum Extent Practicable

The selected remedy meets the statutory requirement to utilize permanent solutions and
altemative treatrnent technologies to the maximum extent pmcticable. The EPA has determined
that the selected remedy provides the best balance oftrade-offs in terms of longterm
effectiveness and permarience, reduction in toxicity, mobility, or volume achieved through
treatment, short-term effectiveness, implementability, and cost. The statutory preference for
treatment as a principal element is not warranted for this site since principal threat waste
materials were not identified during the remedial investigation_

Preference for Treatment as a Principal Element

Principal threat wastes were not identified at the Site and the contaminated soils are considered
low-level tlx'eat waste and therefore treatment is not warranted.

Institutional Controls

lnstitutional Controls (IC's) are required to maintain the permanence and effectiveness ofthe
Selected Remedy for soil and sediment at the Site. Ihe objective of the IC's is to maintain a
future industrial or commercial land use scenario for the onsite impacted property.

The Institutional Control shall be a restrictive covenant by the property owner, to the benefit of
the State ofTexas and the United States Govemment, recorded in the real property records of
Jefferson County, Texas.

The timing of implementation of the IC's will be consistent with the proposed remedial action
schedule, and IC's should be in place before signature ofthe Preliminary Closeout Report
(PCOR), signiffing remedial action construction completion.

EPA will be responsible for implementing the IC's, with technical assistance from the TCEQ-
Future responsibilities for IC management will be negotiated with the current property owner.

Fiv'e-Year Review Reguirements

Since the selected remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining on-site above levels that
allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure, a statutory review must be conducted no less
often than every five years from initiation of the remedial action to ensue that the remedy is, or
will be, protective ofhuman health and the environmont. Pursuant to CERCLA Seclion l2l(c),
42 U.S.C. $ 9621(c), and as provided in the current guidance on Five Year Reviews TOSWER
Directive 9355.7-038-P, Comprehensive Five-Year Review Gaidance (June 2001)], EPA must
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conduct a statutory review no less often than every five years from the initiation of construction
at the Site.

DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES

The Proposed Plan for the Palmer Barge Site was released for public comment on July 27, 2005.
The Proposed Plan identified Altemative 4, Excavation and OfT-Site Disposal, as the preferred
altemative for the contaminated soil and sediment. Based upon its review ofthe written and
verbal commenls submitted during the public comrnent period, the EPA determined that no
significant changes to the remedy, as originally identified in the Proposed Plan, were necessary or
appropriate.
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PALMER BARGE LINE SUPERFUND SITE
PORT ARTHUR" JEFFERSON COUNTY, TEXAS

RECORD OFDECISION

PART 3: RESPONSMENESS SUMMARY

STAKEHOLDER COMMENTS AND LEAD AGENCY RESPONSES

The EPA has prepared this Responsiveness Summary for the Site, as part ofthe process for
making a final remedy selection. This Responsiveness Summary documents, for the
Administrative Record, public comments and issues raised during the public comment period on
the EPA's recommendations presented in the Proposed Plan, and provides the EPA's responses to
those comments. The EPA's actual decisions lor the Site ar€ detailed in the ROD. Pursuant to
Section I 17 ofthe Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
(CERCLA),42 U.S.C. $ 9617,rhe EPA has considered all comments received during the public
comment period in making the final decision contained in the ROD for the Site.

Overview of Public Comment Period.

The EPA issued its Proposed Plan of Action detailing remedial action recommendations for
public review and comment on July 27,2005. These and other Site documents can be found in
the Administrative Record file and the information repositories at the following locations: Port
Arthur Public Library located at 4615 9'h Avenue, Port Arthur, Texas; the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency Region 6 located at 1445 Ross Avenue, Dallas, Texas; and the Texas
Commission on Environmental Quality located at 12100 Park 35 Circle, Building E, l"'FIoor,
Austin, Texas. The notice of the availability ofthese documents was published in the Port
Arthur News onJuly28,2005. A public comment period was held from luly 2'/,2O05 to August
25 , 20OS . The EPA and the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality conducted a public
meettng on August 1i, 2005, to discuss the Proposed Plan and receive comments from the
community. The public meeting was held at the West Groves Education Center, located at 5840
West Jefferson, in Groves ,Texas.

This Responsiveness Summary summarizes comments submitted during the public comment
period and presents the EPA's written response to each issue, in satisfaction of community
relations requirements of the NCP. The EPA's rebponses to comments received during the
public meeting are provided below and in some cases include subsequent expanded responses to
those comments as appropriate

Summary of Public Comments and EPA Responses

Comment: Question was asked if the remaining AST will be cleaned as part of the preferred
altemative.
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EPA Response: The sludge in the remaining AST will be removed and disposed of off-site and
the tank will be decontaminated in the preferred altemative and all altematives except the no
action alternative.

Cornment: Alt risks need to be considered. Digging around a landfill may present a risk. The
risk of excavation on Palmer may not have been properly assessed when you start considering the
difference between excavation and capping, and capping may actually provide certain
improvements to preexisting conditions as lar as providing a better cap for the preexisting
landfill.

EPA Response: The excavation altemative will not dig into the landfill materials. Under the
excavation altematives contaminated materials would be removed to a depth of two (2) feet
below ground surface and would not remove materials below this depth, which is where most of
the landfill materials are located. Furthermore, information from the investigations conducted at
the site indicate that the landfill materials are not found in thick layers and are mixed with the
dredge fill materials. Test results do not indicate that these mixed materials present a significant
risk at the Site. Areas that are excavated would be backlilled with clean soil and would be an
improvement to the materials that are presently located at the site. The backfilled materials
would provide a better cap for the site.

Comment: Although the Palmer Barge and State Marine sites are next to each other, you would
think in general they should come out pretty much the same result but they're different levels,
different type of contamination -- as measured by the R.I- process.

EPA Response: The contaminated materials at both the State Marine and Palmer Barge sites are
similar since both sit€s were used for barge cleaning operations. After the removal action
conducted in Augu5t 2000, the remaining residual contaminated is at different concentrations at
both sites. Although not the same contaminants were identified as presenting a risk at each site,
were are present at both sites, but may not represent the same risk. Also the distribution of
contamination at the site was different. So, although the sites are next to each other and were
used for the same type ofactivities, the remaining contaminants are at different concentrations
and different risk levels.

Comment: Question was asked regarding the difference in O&M cost for the Palmer Barge site.
and State Marine site sediment in Sabine Lake. The site soil excavation iltemative for the State
Marine site includes monitored natural attenuation for the sediments while the soil excavation
altemative for tbe Palmer Barge does not. The concem raised was that all the cost for monitoring
of the Sabine Lake sediments was included in the State Marine altemative.

EPA Responser The monitored natural attenuation ofthe State Marine sediments does not
include monitoring of the sediments located next to the Palmer Barge site. The contaminant
levels found in the sediments next to the State Marine site were higher than those found next to
the Palmer Barge site. That is part ofthe reason that other altematives are being considered for
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the sediments located next to the State Marine site. The monitoring of the sediments for the
State Marine site would be only for the sediment next to the site and would not include
monitoring for the sediments located next to the Palmer Barge site.

In addition, the preferred remedial altemative for the Palmet Barge Site will include excavation
and off-site disposal ofsite soil that may present a risk to ecological receptors. This will further
ensure that site soils do not migrate off-site to the Sabine Lake sediments and accumulate at
concentrations that may pose a risk to the environment.

TECIINICAL AND LEGAL ISSUES

The Selected Remedy is consistent with the potential propert)z redevelopment for industrial or
commercial use. lnstitutional controls will be a necessary component ofthe long-term Site
management to ensure future property development is consistent with the soil cleanup levels.
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